Chapter Three

Logical Psychologism

3.1. Introduction
In the previous chapter (at section 2.4) we declared that we would henceforward refer to the description presented in that chapter (and its supporting arguments) of the likely characteristics of the system of effective arguments in an argument community, granted the assumptions A1 – A4, as the proposal P. We showed that, given P, a system of evaluation that can be derived from the observed facts of argument effectiveness, S, would be capable of achieving the stated aim of HLogic.

We must consider that it is very likely that P will be claimed to belong to one or another class of theories regarding the nature of logic which have been canvassed previously. In particular, we shall give reasons to believe that the most likely claim of this sort is that P is a species of Psychologism. 

Since the criticisms of Frege and Husserl at the end of the nineteenth century it has been taken almost for granted that if a philosophical position can be identified as a type of psychologism then it is ipso facto unsustainable. As early as 1911 we find Brentano complaining of this presumption as follows: 

The charge of psychologism has been made against my theory of knowledge. This is a word which has lately come into use and when it is spoken many a pious philosopher – like many an orthodox Catholic when he hears the term Modernism – crosses himself as though the devil himself were in it.

This quote in fact provides the motto for a brief study of this phenomenon by Dale Jacquette, and Jacquette provides further evidence therein to demonstrate that the attitude of which Brentano complains was widespread and persistent through the twentieth century; so much so that, for example, in 1976 Radnitzky could claim with satisfaction that: 

Thanks largely to the pioneering work of Frege and Husserl, psychologism in logic and mathematics is largely a thing of the past: the attempt to reduce the norms of logic to laws of thought is now merely a historical curiosity.

This being the case, an accusation of psychologism made against P will be perceived to be an attack on that position requiring a response. 

It has been noted that an identification of some philosophical position as psychologistic is made somewhat easier by the fact that there seem to be various views of what counts as being psychologistic
. We shall not be primarily concerned with attempting to determine whether such an identification of P is accurate: the work that would need to be done to provide a sufficiently thorough clarification of what makes a position ‘psychologistic’ for that purpose – whatever its interest for historians – would not be rewarded with any insight into the position being attacked. We shall, however, have to clarify the notion of psychologism sufficiently, at least, to establish that the accusation is a plausible one and that we must therefore provide a response to that accusation. 

We will be able to restrict our treatment of psychologism in this way because our response to the accusation will not take the form of an argument that P is not a species of psychologism. Instead, having established the plausibility of the accusation, we shall then simply consider the objections that have been raised against other positions so labelled and show that those objections are not effective against the current proposal.

3.2. Motivating the Accusation of Psychologism
Let us first give reasons to believe that P will be identified as some sort of psychologism.

3.2.1. It has a Family Resemblance to Psychologism
We have said that there are various views of what counts as being psychologistic, and it is not obvious that all of these views may be related to a common concept to which they can be said to be alternative approaches. For example the notion of psychologism that Lakatos has in mind when he says: 

While psychology may be defined as the theory of mind, psychologism is the theory of a ‘healthy’, ‘normal, ‘clear’, ‘ideal’, ‘empty’, ‘purged’, ‘unbiased’, ‘objective’, ‘rational’, or ‘scientific’ mind.

seems quite different from the notion that Block must have in mind when he says: 

Let psychologism be the doctrine that whether behaviour is intelligent behaviour depends on the character of the internal information processing that produces it.

It is possible, however, to select a subset of the expressed views of psychologism for which we could plausibly argue that the members of this subset all make reference to some sort of recognisable – if not exactly definable – category of theories. Consider, for example, the following selection of statements concerning psychologism.

According to Carnap:

The [logical] relations are objective, not subjective, in this sense: whether one of these relations does or does not hold in a concrete case is not dependent upon whether or what any person may happen to imagine, think, believe, or know about these sentences … A discrepancy of this kind, where the problems themselves are of an objective nature but the descriptions by which the author intends to give a general characterization of the problems are framed in subjectivist, psychological terms (like ‘thinking’), is often called psychologism.

For Dummett:

[Psychologism is] the thesis that an account of the meaning of words must be given in terms of the mental processes which they arouse in speaker or hearer or which are involved in acquiring a grasp of their sense (or the stronger thesis that these mental processes are what we are referring to when we use the words).

Sober distinguishes several types of psychologism, including the form that he defines as follows: 

The third form of psychologism, … is the thesis that the laws of logic and the maxims of epistemology are (amongst other things) the laws of cognition. This is the view that the rules of correct reasoning that logicians and epistemologists try to describe have psychological reality.

And Haack
 described psychologism in terms of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ varieties that she defined as those making the respective claims that:

(i) logic is descriptive of mental processes (it describes how we do, or perhaps how we must, think);

(ii) logic is prescriptive of mental processes (it prescribes how we should think).

Examples could obviously be multiplied, but the evidence from these modern and reliable philosophers is probably sufficient for our purposes. It cannot be claimed that the views expressed in this selection of statements concerning psychologism point unequivocally to a particular characterization of psychologism but it can be plausibly claimed that they at least show a tendency to one such characterization. The characterization in question is one which may be expressed in general terms as the claim that if a theory has the consequence that the characteristic properties of logic are to be understood through appeal to psychological laws then that theory could be held to be a type of logical psychologism. To distinguish this type of psychologism from the range of psychologisms which could be considered we will make the following definition:

D1. A theory is a type of Simple Logical Psychologism if it has the consequence that the properties of logic are to be understood through appeal to psychological laws.
In the case in which we are currently interested, then, we could expect that an accusation that P is a type of simple logical psychologism would be prompted by an observation that P seems to claim that the properties of logic are dependent upon a psychological phenomenon – the certifying intuition – that must be subject to psychological laws. 

3.2.2. A Relevantly Similar Theory has been Described as Psychologistic
Klement
 has proposed an interpretation of Aristotle’s logical writings under which they seem to express a very similar view of logic as that which underlies P, and he claims that this view is a species of psychologism. In so far as P possesses the same characteristics as those by appeal to which Klement makes that identification for the theory that he says was Aristotle’s, we must believe that he would make the same identification for P. Klement, therefore, is an example to support the claim that there are those who would identify P as a type of psychologism. Note that for our purpose it therefore does not matter if this was in fact the theory which Aristotle held or not, and therefore we do not need to make any effort to evaluate Klement’s interpretation. Nor, of course, do we need to consider whether the theory attributed to Aristotle was itself a plausible theory or was vulnerable to the standard criticisms against psychologism. We shall be concerned with criticisms of psychologism only as criticisms of P, and those criticisms will be dealt with in a later section.

3.2.2.1. Klement’s Interpretation of Aristotle’s Analytics

Let us begin, then, by describing the fundamentals of Klement’s interpretation. Klement begins the argument for his interpretation with an inspection of the words by which Aristotle defines his project in the Analytics. Thus he quotes:

We must state the subject of our inquiry and the faculty to which it belongs; its subject is demonstration <, and the faculty which carries it out is demonstrative [understanding] <. We must next define a [proposition], a term, and a [deduction] <, and the nature of a perf�ct and an imper��ct deduction…

In this passage Klement has chosen to translate ‘’ as ‘understanding’, as that is a term which more explicitly conveys the idea of a cognitive faculty than other accepted translations such as ‘science’ or ‘knowledge’. He reinforces the point of view that motivates that choice of word for the translation with a comment on the normal contemporary use of the word ‘’ which is translated by ‘deduction’ in that phrase. He cites with approval a modern scholar’s claim that “in ordinary usage [it] can mean ‘computation’ or ‘reckoning’. Plato used it and its associated verb of the drawing of a conclusion”
, and he appeals to this scholarship to support the claim that:

For the lay person in Aristotle’s time, “sullogismós” probably meant much the same as what “deduction” qua act of deducing means to the modern lay person. In both cases what is meant is a psychological process by means of which a new belief is acquired in light of other beliefs.

Klement also considers Aristotle’s own actual definition of deduction:

A deduction is a discourse () in which, certain things being stated, something else other than what is stated follows of necessity from their being so. I mean by the last phrase that it follows because of them, and by this, that no further term is required from without in order to make the consequence necessary.

In this context, he says, ‘’ means a set of statements in a language. And when Aristotle talks about a statement – or some part of a discourse – following by necessity from some others, Klement, while acknowledging the textual support for an interpretation in terms of the truth of one guaranteeing the truth of the other, prefers to emphasize the possible reading that “Aristotle is describing a psychological process by which certain beliefs give rise to certain others.”

Furthermore, and in support of the psychological interpretation of Aristotle’s ‘’, Klement refers to Aristotle’s statement that:

… all [deduction] … is addressed not to the spoken word, but to the discourse within the soul, and though we can always raise objections to the spoken word, to the inward discourse we cannot always object.

The significance of this is that if we accept this statement at face value then when Aristotle says that a deduction is a discourse he is to be understood as referring to an inner discourse, a mental event corresponding to discourse in the obvious way suggested by Aristotle’s own statement, which Klement also quotes, that “spoken sounds are symbols of affections in the soul.”

This is an unusual interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine of deduction/syllogism, but Klement notes that there are scholars who have accepted something like this as a reasonable interpretation of what Aristotle intended in his treatment of induction/. “They claim that he did not aim to justify inductive inference, but merely describe it as a certain natural process by which people come to be in a certain cognitive state.”
 The observation is also made that Aristotle took it that “every belief comes either through deduction or from induction”
 and that the distinction which Aristotle sees between them is that “deduction is a process of conscious inference (‘reckoning’ or ‘computation’) and induction is an intuitive coming-to-be-aware of something”
 – and the clear implication is that if Aristotle could be satisfied to treat one source of human belief in such a way then we should not find it impossible to believe that he would treat the other source in the same way. 

Of course the treatment of that source must be appropriate to its nature. Returning therefore to Aristotle’s definition of syllogism given above we see that the defining feature of deduction is that, given some first things – some initial mental content – other things – other mental contents – follow just because of them. If we take this view of Aristotle’s attitude towards deduction/ then we necessarily take a correspondingly novel view of the significance of the various figures of the syllogism. Thus:

When laying out the different moods and figures in Book 1 of the Prior Analytics, instead of speaking of certain moods and figures as being valid, Aristotle said that for certain figures and certain arrangements of terms “a deduction results” while for others “there is no deduction” (see Pr. An.  I 4-6 etc.) It might be closer to the original Greek to render these as moods and figures as sorted into those in which “a reckoning results” versus those in which “no such reckoning takes place.” What Aristotle was claiming is this: that given some premises of a certain mood and figure we are moved or caused to make an inference, whereas for others we are not so moved.

Consider, now, the following set of statements: 

S:
(S1)‘No animals are stones’ 

(S2)‘All humans are animals’ 

(S3)‘No humans are stones’ 

On the view that has just been presented, when Aristotle describes this as a syllogism (in the 1st figure, ‘Celarent’ in the scholastic onomasticon), or says – as we have pointed out – that a syllogism results, then what we, following Klement, are to understand is that S is a form of (inner) discourse such that given the premisses S1 and S2 as (inner) statements we are caused – whether we ‘will’ it or not - to infer the (inner) statement S3.

3.2.2.2. Klement’s Claim of Aristotelian Psychologism

Klement introduces his interpretation
 of Aristotle’s logical project “by contrasting it with the near polar opposite interpretation” of that project by Lukasiewicz. In a commentary upon a quote from Lukasiewicz which Klement takes to define Lukasiewicz’s view of Aristotle’s logical project, Klement accepts that Lukasiewicz is denying that Aristotle’s view of logic is describable as any sort of psychologism, where psychologism itself Klement epitomizes as “the reduction (in whole or in part) of logic to psychology”. If we need further clarity about how Klement conceives psychologism we need only look at what Lukasiewicz disclaims for Aristotle in that quote. Thus:

It is not true, however, that logic is the science of the laws of thought. It is not the object of logic to investigate how we are thinking actually or how we ought to think. The first task belongs to psychology, the second to a practical art of a similar kind to mnemonics. Logic has no more to do with thinking than mathematics has. You must think, of course, when you have to carry out an inference or a proof, you must think too when you have to solve a mathematical problem. But the laws of logic do not concern your thoughts in a greater degree than do those of mathematics. What is called “psychologism” in logic is a mark of the decay of logic in modern philosophy.

It is clear from all this that the psychologism to which Klement refers is of that kind which we have called “simple logical psychologism”, and it is therefore in that class of psychologism that Klement wishes to include Aristotle’s Analytical project.

It is a class, says Klement, which includes the logical philosophies of several modern figures who, pursuing a line of logical research suggested by Quine, have treated logic as an empirical study; but “it would be folly to try to reduce Aristotle’s program to theirs” says Klement, because “Aristotle seems to have been both studying the way in which our cognitive faculties work as well as how they ought to work.”
 Aristotle does not seem to make the distinction so essential to modern philosophy between descriptive and normative, a posteriori and a priori, empirical and purely rational studies. However, although this distinction between Aristotelian and modern psychologistic approaches is interesting in itself, it does not affect the classification that has been made of Aristotle’s approach.

3.2.2.3. The Relevant Similarities

In the discussion which follows we shall, for the sake of brevity, refer to the logical theory which Klement attributes to Aristotle as A. We shall see that P is similar to A in just that feature which justifies Klement’s claim that Aristotle is a logical psychologicist. This comparison will be assisted by our first taking note of a fundamental difference in approach that accounts for some superficial dissimilarity in the two projects and that might disguise the degree of similarity which does exist. (The degree to which the dissimilarity is merely superficial will also be briefly addressed.)

At the very beginning of this investigation we said that one way to understand Logic – in essence, the way we have understood it – is as a method of evaluating sequences of propositions which is claimed to be able to license the judgement that the final proposition, or conclusion, expresses knowledge that is justified by or derived from the knowledge that is expressed by the other propositions in the sequence, the premisses. We may choose to view this as describing a static situation in which an argument with premisses and conclusion (and other structure) is presented for evaluation, or we may choose to view it as describing a dynamic situation in which there is a movement from premisses to conclusion, which is to be evaluated. In this second point of view the movement from premisses to conclusion is clearly suggestive of the process of constructing inferences and so we may distinguish it as an ‘inferential’ perspective (as opposed to the ‘critical’ perspective of the first point of view). We note parenthetically that A speaks of ‘statements of inner discourse’ as being the proper elements of logical analysis whereas the statement above and P itself speaks of ‘propositions’. For our purposes at this point that is not a significant difference since the distinction between an inferential and a critical perspective can be drawn equally well in either case. 

Now, when A speaks of a deduction occurring in some case, when it says, as Klement is quoted as saying above, “that given some premises of a certain mood and figure we are moved or caused to make an inference”, it seems clear that it is speaking from the inferential point of view of that way of understanding logic as a method of evaluating sequences. Thus, in the example of a syllogism given above it was said that S was a form of (inner) discourse in which, the premisses S1 and S2 being present in us, we were ‘caused’ to infer the conclusion S3. Which is just to say that S is a sequence of inner statements such that there is a movement from S1 and S2 to S3. By contrast, when P talks about an argument being effective it is clearly speaking from the critical point of view of that same way of understanding logic. Consider, for example the following argument formation: 

F:
< (F1)‘No animals are stones’ 

   (F2)‘All humans are animals’ 

   (F3)‘No humans are stones’ >

When it is claimed that F is an effective formation this is a claim that F is such that F1 and F2 ‘guarantee’ that F3. Both A and P, therefore, we may see as concerned with a relationship between the elements of sequences – the syllogisms of one and the formations of the other – but each considering that relationship from a different and distinct point of view. 

However, notwithstanding this perspectival difference between A and P as regards the central relationship of interest, we can see that there is a very significant similarity in what sort of thing this relationship is taken to be. When A says that in the syllogism S we are ‘caused’ to infer the conclusion S3 we have already established that what is meant is that a psychological process occurs by which that conclusion becomes present as an (inner) statement in us. And when P says that in the formation F the conclusion F3 is ‘guaranteed’ we have seen that this is to be understood as being simply a way of expressing the experience of the certifying intuition which connects the propositions which are the content of the premisses and the proposition which is the content of the conclusion. For both A and P, then, the connection between premisses and conclusions in their syllogisms and formations is essentially psychological. It seems clear, too, then, that if the fact of A’s appeal to a psychological process is sufficient to cause Klement to classify it as a type of psychologism, then P’s appeal to a certifying intuition used in a very similar fashion is likely to cause some to classify P in the same way. 

3.2.2.4. Further Comparisons

Having come so far in this comparison of A and P it will perhaps be not too far out of place to continue a (very) little further to make some other interesting comparisons between them. The interest in what follows lies in the fact that both A and P find it necessary to deal with similar phenomena and that they deal with them in such similar ways. This parallelism may be taken as evidence in support of a claim that A and P belong to similar research programs.

–.A. Perfection and Effectiveness
In the first place, Klement uses his interpretation of Aristotle to explain the distinction which Aristotle drew between perfect and imperfect syllogisms
. According to Aristotle, for a syllogism in the first figure, ‘when three terms are so related to one another that the last is wholly contained in the middle and the middle is wholly contained in or excluded from the first, the extremes must admit of perfect syllogism’
. Our example, S, is such a syllogism. Any other syllogism is said to be imperfect. Such is the case, for example, for the following syllogism (in the 2nd figure, ‘Cesare’):  

S.I:
(S.I1) ‘No stones are animals’ 

(S.I2) ‘All humans are animals’ 

(S.I3) ‘No humans are stones’ 

Of course, according to modern logical theory S.I is just as ‘valid’ as S, and, of course, Aristotle never claimed that imperfect syllogisms were not syllogisms and could not be a source of knowledge, so what is the difference?

The difference seems to be, says Klement, that it is simply a psychological fact that it is easier for us to draw the conclusion required in a syllogism of the 1st figure than to do so for the conclusion in any other figure. This interpretation of the distinction, he points out, has also been proposed by so reputable scholar as Ross, who says: 

The first figure appears to be superior to the others not in directness but in naturalness. In it the movement of thought is all in one direction – from minor to major through middle term … [in the second and third] figures there is a certain unnaturalness inasmuch as with regard to one term we have to change our attitude and treat as a predicate in our conclusion what appeared as subject in its premise, or as subject what first appeared as predicate.

If the difference then is simply the fact that in a perfect syllogism the psychological process responsible for inference is immediately active while in an imperfect syllogism it is not immediately active, then the previous discussion would suggest that it corresponds in P with a distinction between formations in which the certifying intuition is active and those in which it is not; i.e. between effective and ineffective formations. The relationship between S and S.I would therefore be the same as the relationship between F and 

F.I:
< ‘No stones are animals’ 

   ‘All humans are animals’ 

   ‘No humans are stones’ >

if F.I was an ineffective argument formation.

–.B. Syllogisms and Explications
In the second place, as was mentioned above, Aristotle does not entirely dismiss the imperfect syllogisms of the 2nd and 3rd figures. They are still syllogisms, and a deduction does occur. But: 

[T]he other two figures have for him no validity independent of the first. The conclusions drawn in them do not follow directly from the premisses, but from propositions which do follow immediately from them and which conform to the conditions of the first figure...

It was one of Aristotle’s main objects to show that all syllogisms could be reduced to instances of the 1st figure. In order to do this he used several methods, sometimes in combination, such as ‘conversion’ or reductio ad impossibile. In showing, for example, that the syllogism in the 2nd figure, S.I, was equivalent to a syllogism in the 1st figure he could have applied a conversion to S.I1 to convert it into the premiss ‘No animals are stones’. Replacing this in S.I gives us S, which we know is perfect. 

In much the same way, P allows that F.I, although not an effective formation, may be the argument base of an effective argument if the argument, which specifies it, also specifies an effective explication. Such an explication could be something like:

X:
< 

   (X1) < ‘No stones are animals’ 

              ‘No animals are stones’ >

   (X2) < ‘No animals are stones’

               ‘All humans are animals’ 

               ‘No humans are stones’ >

>

where X1 and X2 are both effective argument formations. The formation X1 is obviously intended to embody the reasoning by which Aristotle applies his ‘conversions’, and X2 corresponds to S. 

3.3. The Form of Psychologism Criticized by Frege and Husserl

We have said that psychologism was largely discredited amongst philosophers following attacks by Frege and Husserl. There are two preliminary questions which it will be of great utility to have answered before we go on to consider their criticisms in detail. We will, in the first place, be concerned to establish that the general conception of psychologism at which they directed their criticism was of the same kind as the general conception of psychologism of which we consider it likely that P will be accused. If it is not of the same kind then we can hardly be justified in assuming that a response to their critique is a satisfactory response to the supposed accusation of psychologism. And we will, in the second place, find it useful to be informed of the specific theories, which they took to be the targets of their attacks.

Their attacks, although clearly intended to be effective against all theories which could be described as psychologistic according to their general conception of psychologism, were in fact directed against particular theories that had been recently proposed. Those theories were, of course, supposed to be representative of any possible psychologism of that sort in the sense that any theory that was psychologistic in the way described would make essentially the same claims about the nature of logic and would thus be vulnerable to the same criticisms. This suggests that we will be best placed to understand the motivations behind particular criticisms of psychologism if we are able to identify what was intended to be the target of that criticism. Of course, the most obvious way to clarify what Frege and Husserl took to be the immediate target of their criticisms would be to attempt to describe their interpretation of a theory that they both took to be typically psychologistic and the deserving target of their attacks. That, therefore, is the method we shall attempt to use. 

3.3.1. Frege and Husserl’s General Conception of Psychologism
What, then, was the general conception of psychologism at which Frege and Husserl directed their criticism? We find that Husserl identified psychologism as a “dominant tendency of the time” which claimed that:

The essential theoretical foundations of logic lie in psychology, in whose field those propositions belong – as far as their theoretical content is concerned – which give logic its characteristic pattern.

And Frege, although he apparently never used the term
, preferring to speak of psychological logic
, is clearly concerned with the same conception. In discussing mathematics, for example, he urges investigators always to be aware that: 

Psychology should not imagine that it can contribute anything whatever to the foundation of arithmetic.

And it is clear, passim, that he takes logic to be similarly circumstanced. For example:

No less essential for mathematics than the refusal of all assistance from the direction of psychology, is the recognition of its close connexion with logic. I go so far as to agree with those who hold that it is impossible to effect any sharp separation of the two.

If we compare these statements with the definition given above of simple logical psychologism we can see that the general conception of psychologism that was the target of these critics satisfies the conditions of that definition tolerably well. We may therefore conclude that the psychologism against which Frege and Husserl argued is of the same kind as the psychologism of which we consider P may be accused.

3.3.2. Frege and Husserl’s Example of a Psychologistic Theory: Erdmann
It remains for us to attempt to describe their interpretation of a theory that they both took to be typically psychologistic. In this respect it is unfortunate that neither Frege nor Husserl made an explicit study in depth of any of the systems which they were attacking; though, of course, they made references to various authors in the course of their critiques. In the Grundlagen Frege has several paragraphs directed particularly at Mill’s theory of Arithmetic
 (naturally enough), but there is little to assist us in determining how he understood Mill’s views on logic. In the Grundgesetze, on the other hand, there is quite a lengthy section dealing with the inadequacies of Erdmann’s views on truth and logic
. Husserl is far more useful in this respect than Frege and contains reasonably lengthy treatments of the logical theories of several authors’, notably Mill
, Sigwart
, and Erdmann
. Since Erdmann is the only one whose system is treated at all explicitly by both Frege and Husserl it is their interpretation of his system that we shall take as exemplary. Note that for our purpose it does not matter if their interpretation of Erdmann’s theory is correct or not, and therefore we do not need to make any effort to evaluate their interpretation. Nor, of course, do we need to consider whether the theory that they attributed to Erdmann was itself a plausible theory.

How, then, did Frege and Husserl view the specific theory of logic proposed by Erdmann? Frege began with this observation:

Thus Herr B. Erdmann in the first volume of his Logik
 (pp. 272-275) equates truth with ‘general validity’, and bases this upon ‘general certainty regarding the object of judgement’, and bases this in turn upon ‘general agreement among the subjects who judge’. Thus in the end truth is reduced to individuals’ taking something to be true.

Concerning the laws of logic:

He doubts their unconditional and eternal validity and would restrict them to our thought as it is now (pp. 375 ff.). “Our thought” can only mean the thought of human beings up to the present.

Frege’s main concern in this section is to show that Erdmann’s conception of logic is attributable to a confusion in his metaphysics. Thus:

… [f]or me, there is a domain of what is objective, which is distinct from that of what is actual, whereas the psychological logicians without ado take what is not actual to be subjective.

And he quotes Erdmann specifically ‘to dispel any notion that I am tilting at windmills’.

“Thus psychology teaches with certainty that the objects of memory and imagination, as well as those of morbid hallucinatory, and delusive ideation, are ideal in their nature … Ideal as well is the whole realm of mathematical ideas properly so called, from the number-series down to the objects of mechanics (Vol. I, p. 85).”

What an assemblage! The number ten shall thus stand on a level with hallucinations! Obviously what is objective and not actual is being mixed up here with what is subjective. Some objective things are actual, others are not.

Husserl seems substantially to agree with this analysis, for he says of Erdmann’s concept of truth:

His definition runs: ‘The truth of a judgement consists in the fact that the logical immanence is subjectively, more specifically put, objectively, certain, and that the predicative expression of this immanence represents a necessity for thought’ (op.cit. [Erdmann, (1892)] Nr. 278, p. 275). For an object is for Erdmann what is presented to us, and this in its turn is expressly identified with our presentation. In the same way, his ‘objective or universal certainty’ is only apparently objective, since it is ‘based on the general agreement of judging subjects’ (op. cit. p. 274). The expression ‘objective truth’ is to be found in Erdmann’s writing, but he identifies it with ‘universal validity’, i.e. validity for all. This is divided by him into certainty for all, and, if I understand him rightly, also into a necessity of thought for all.

His understanding of Erdmann’s attitude towards logical necessity is explained earlier, beginning with a quote from Erdmann:

it has been maintained, since Aristotle, that the necessity of these (logical) principles is unconditional, their validity therefore eternal … The decisive reason for this has been sought in the impossibility of thinking judgements that contradict them. But this only proves that these principles mirror the essence of our presentation and thinking. For if they reveal this, it will not be possible to carry out their contradictories, since these seek to abolish the condition to which all our presentation and thinking, and so all our judgement, is bound (op. cit. Nr. 369, p. 375).

… The thought plainly is only that the impossibility of denying logical principles is explained by supposing that these principles ‘mirror the essence of our presentation and thought’. By this last we mean that they are laws stating what generally pertains to human presentation and thought as such, ‘that they state conditions to which all our presentation and thinking are bound’. Because they do this, judgements which contradict and deny them cannot, on Erdmann’s view, be entertained.

3.4. The Critique of Psychologism
3.4.1. Introduction
Of such a kind were the philosophical approaches to logic that were the focus of the attack by Frege and Husserl as varieties of Psychologism. We shall now consider the details of their attack and whether they can be successfully directed at P. To give credit where it is due we note here that it is generally acknowledged that Frege preceded Husserl in stating the objections to logical psychologism: in fact, some of Frege’s objections were directed at an early work of Husserl’s
, and most of Husserl’s significant objections to logical psychologism are little more than expansions of points which Frege made much more succinctly (not to say crudely). Frege, too, appears to have been somewhat more sanguine in his assessment of the possible effect of his critique; unlike Husserl he did not think that he could provide an absolute refutation of psychologism
 – and his is a modest and cautious attitude that is more likely to appeal to the modern sensibility. Nevertheless, Husserl’s formulations are the standards in the philosophical literature and will be the principal expressions of the criticism of psychologism used in the discussion following. We shall not, however, feel bound to consider all of Husserl’s criticisms
 since many of these are not really relevant to a possible critique of P. On the other hand we shall be considering some criticisms of psychologism that Frege and Husserl do not make
 but which do appear to be relevant to P.

At this point it will be useful to make some preliminary remarks.

3.4.1.1. The System of Evaluation

From the previous discussion we recall that P is an hypothesis that is intended to explain certain of the observed regularities related to argument effectiveness, and that S is a system of evaluation such that it is possible that an agent for which P holds can come to believe that S is the appropriate descriptive and predictive tool for those phenomena. Now, P explains argument effectiveness and the types of regularities to be observed therein in terms of the existence of relationships between propositions, and both the existence of these relationships and the fact of their significance (though not necessarily the relationships themselves or the precise nature of their significance) is epistemically available to the agent. An obvious hypothesis for a system of evaluation suitable to play the role required of S is, therefore, that of a form of proposition sequence calculus. At the very least we can accept that proposition sequence calculi form an important subclass of the systems of evaluation, which are related as S to P. We shall simply assume in what follows that S is in that subclass.

3.4.1.2. Matching the Critique and the Response

In the following sections we will observe that the standard form of an objection to Psychologism is a claim that logic has the property X and that if Psychologism were true then logic would not have property X. The standard form of the response will be that if P were true then it would be very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of the property X. The response, it will be noted, has nothing to say about whether S or any system of evaluation derived from it actually possesses the property X, and this may suggest that it is therefore open to the accusation that it simply misses the point of the critique.

Such an accusation would itself miss the point of the response, which is intended as a defence of the plausibility of HLogic in terms of the hypothesis P. In this context we should take the standard form of an objection to psychologism as being an expression of two beliefs; first, that we know that logic has the property X, and, second, that if psychologism were true then we would not be justified in believing that logic has property X. The argument, usually implicit, then seems to be that since we ‘know’ that logic has property X we are justified in believing that it does, and therefore psychologism can’t be true. The point of the response in terms of P is simply to show how the belief that we know that logic has the property X can come to be held even if something like psychologism is true. Since our ‘knowledge’ may be explained in terms of P a critique of P cannot appeal to this knowledge in the way that the critique of psychologism does in order to discredit it. The implicit argument against P therefore fails.

3.4.2. Necessity, Normativity and Objectivity
We shall begin our consideration of the criticisms of psychologism by remarking that the properties of Necessity, Normativity and Objectivity which were distinguished above (in CLogic) as being of particular interest for an attempted naturalisation of logic have indeed been cited as fatal for any psychologism of logic. 

Bearing in mind the intimate connection we have seen that Frege held to exist between the mathematical and logical sciences, the following quote indicates the contrast that Frege saw between the subjectivity of psychological phenomena and the objectivity of logical facts, facts such as the truth or otherwise of propositions:

Never again let us take a description of the origin of an idea for a definition, or an account of the mental and physical conditions on which we become conscious of a proposition for a proof of it. A proposition may be thought, and again it may be true; never again let us confuse these two things. We must remind ourselves, it seems, that a proposition no more ceases to be true when I cease to think of it than the sun ceases to exist when I shut my eyes. Otherwise, in proving Pythagoras’ theorem we should be reduced to allowing for the phosphorous content of the human brain …

A more significant observation, however, is that if logical facts are to depend upon psychological facts, and psychological facts are irredeemably subjective and vary from person to person, then logical facts too will be variable in this way. Thus Frege continues:

… and astronomers would hesitate to draw any conclusions about the distant past, for fear of being charged with anachronism,  - with reckoning twice two as four regardless of the fact that our idea of number is a product of evolution and has a history behind it. … We suppose, it would seem, that concepts grow in the individual mind like leaves on a tree, and we think to discover their nature by studying their growth; we seek to define them psychologically, in terms of the human mind. But this account makes everything subjective, and if we follow it through to the end, does away with truth.

As we noted earlier, since there is a very strong presumption that logic is objective and invariant, any naturalising theory of logic, such as logical psychologism, which tends to deny this must defend itself against the charge failing to account for an essential fact about logic. 

In this context, too, we can find the claim made that logic is normative, in the sense that it is prescriptive of the types of reasoning which count as good. Psychological theories on the other hand are purely descriptive. The obvious question is: how can a descriptive science ground a normative science? The typical answer is: it can’t. And if it can’t then psychology can’t be the basis for logic. The argument is quite similar to the argument that Hume made in the field of moral philosophy concerning the impossibility of deriving an ‘ought’ from an ‘is’. In 1900 Husserl imagined the typical opponent of psychologism as pressing this claim thus
: “Psychology, it is said, deals with thinking as it is, logic with thinking as it should be. The former has to do with the natural laws, the latter with the normative laws of thinking.” 

Husserl took this to be the intention behind a quote from Jäsche (given in the same paragraph) that: 

If we take principles from psychology, i.e. from observations of our understanding, we shall only see how thought proceeds, and what happens under manifold subjective hindrances and conditions. Those would only lead to a knowledge of merely contingent laws. Logic does not however ask after contingent, but after necessary laws – not how we think but how we ought to think.

 Husserl may be correct in his interpretation of that statement but we can also see that it involves a claim as to the necessary nature of the laws of logic which is taken to be beyond the scope of the contingent, merely factual, laws of psychology. It might well be possible to distinguish the difficulties which psychologism faces from the requirement of necessity for logical laws from the difficulties which it faces with respect to their normativity, but it does not appear that the author quoted by Husserl has done so. In a similar way, the objection from logical necessity is also commonly involved in the objection from logical aprioricity with which we shall deal below.  

All of these properties have, however, been dealt with sufficiently above – where it was shown to be plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conceptions of necessity, normativity, and objectivity which are usually supposed to be characteristic of logic – so there is no need to say any more about them here and we shall proceed to consider the significant objections which remain.

3.4.3. Exactness
A characteristic of Logic that may be emphasized by the critics of psychologism is its supposed ‘exactness’. Frege says:

It would be strange if the most exact of all the sciences had to seek support from psychology, which is still feeling its way none too surely.

Though Frege does not make his sense entirely clear here the general sense of this characterization of logic seems to be that its laws are not qualified by implicit ceteris paribus clauses in the way that empirical laws derived from generalisations of observed phenomena are. This is felt to lead to an unbridgeable gap between logic and psychology that prevents the former from being dependent upon the latter, because the laws of logic do not exhibit the qualifications that it is supposed would be the necessary result of their being derived from empirical psychological laws. There may also be a secondary sense that the laws of logic are in some sense as ‘simple’ as laws can be. Both senses may be detected at work in Husserl’s very first criticism of logical psychologism, in which he too argues that it was impossible that an inexact science such as psychology could be the basis of an exact science. 

If psychological laws lack exactness, the same must be true of the prescriptions of logic. It cannot be doubted that many of these prescriptions are infected with empirical vaguenesses. But precisely the laws which are pointedly called ‘logical’, which as laws of proof make up the real core of all logic … are of absolute exactness. Every interpretation that would base them on an empirical indefiniteness, make them depend for their validity on vague ‘circumstances’, would fundamentally alter their true sense. Plainly they are genuine laws, and not ‘merely empirical’, i.e. approximate laws.

For Husserl, this is the first of three ‘empiricistic consequences of the psychologistic standpoint’ which he refutes to his own satisfaction. It is clear from this and from other passages in Husserl’s work that in the psychologisms which he has in mind, the laws of logic are taken to be the empirically determined laws that regulate the actual performance of reasoning. It is easy to see that this is an unpersuasive view, and Husserl’s criticism is quite effective against it. In the particular case of P, however, this is not the view that is taken of the relationship between the psychological laws and the laws of logic. Accordingly, Husserl’s critique is not applicable to it. 

For P, the criticism concerning exactness becomes a question of how it is possible to form an hypothesis of a proposition sequence calculus, S, whose laws are without ceteris paribus clauses and which are ‘simple’ according to some unspecified standard. Phrased in this way it can be seen to admit a rather trivial answer. Any hypothesis is possible and admissible which satisfactorily plays the role appropriate to it. In this case, as we have seen, the role is that of a system of evaluation such that it is possible that an agent for which P holds can come to believe that S is the appropriate descriptive and predictive tool for the phenomena that P is intended to explain. This suggests that the real question is whether P could possibly allow S to be exact in those ways that are taken to characterize logic; and there seems to be no reason to think that it does not. 

Consider first what we have taken to be the primary sense of exactness in this context: the lack of implicit ceteris paribus clauses in the laws of logic. Here we observe that the essential elements of the theoretical structure of P are the proposed propositional structures, and that features of argument instantiations which have no correspondences in these structures are ipso facto merely accidental, regardless of whether or not they have the potential to affect argument effectiveness. This is the case, for example, for both rhetorical devices and drug-induced persuasions. Such accidental features with no theoretical function in P do not need to be taken into account by any potential S. In fact, any hypothesized S which does take them into account will be more complex than P requires and may be replaced with no loss of accuracy by a simpler S which does not include reference to them. (Note that this argument does not require that the theorizer of S hold the theory P: it is not the facts of P that the theorizer is seeking to describe and predict but the facts about the observed regularities in argument effectiveness.) For any S whose efficiency has been so maximised, we can see that, although its accuracy in describing the effectiveness of actual instantiated arguments may certainly be subject to ceteris paribus considerations, its operation as a pure system of evaluation is not. 

Now consider the supposed subordinate sense of exactness: the ‘simplicity’ of S under some undefined standard. We see that it is possible and plausible to hypothesize S as a proposition sequence calculus, and we accept that to any hypothesis we may apply a standard principle – which seems not to be seriously controversial – that it should be no more complex than is absolutely necessary for it to play the appropriate role. S will therefore be just as ‘simple’ as P allows it to be. How simple that is will be determined by the full theory of P, but the prospects so far seem encouraging.

3.4.4. Aprioricity
A statement of Husserl’s second criticism, being his refutation of the second of the three empiricistic consequences of psychologism, follows almost immediately upon the statement quoted above. Now he claims that it is just obvious that the source of our knowledge of logical laws is not our observations of the world and, in particular, it is not our observation of how our minds function. 

No natural laws can be known a priori, nor established by sheer insight. The only way in which a natural law can be established and justified, is by induction from the singular facts of experience. Induction does not establish the holding of the law, only the greater or lesser probability of its holding; the probability, and not the law, is justified by insight. Logical laws must, accordingly, without exception, rank as mere probabilities. Nothing, however, seems plainer than that the laws of ‘pure logic’ all have a priori validity. They are established and justified, not by induction, but by apodeictic inner evidence. Insight justifies no mere probabilities of their holding, but their holding or truth itself.

Once again, however, we note that the sort of theory that Husserl is criticizing is somewhat different from the claim that we are defending. Moreover, while this criticism might be effective against some psychologistic theories of the source of our logical knowledge it seems more like an argument in support of the view which is being defended here. A response to this criticism along these lines would begin by noting the obvious fact that the certifying intuition hypothesized in P is itself just such an ‘apodeictic inner evidence’ as Husserl takes to be the mark of real logical knowledge. We will not, however, dwell upon responses of this sort to the problem of the aprioricity of logic because Husserl’s formulation of this problem is somewhat idiosyncratic, and the problem may be reformulated without his appeal to a mysterious ‘inner sense’
. 

Thus the fundamental objection to logical psychologism from aprioricity may be more clearly seen if it is understood as being based on a claim that the rules of logic “are empirically indefeasible, in the sense that no possible combination of observations could count as evidence against them.”
 From this point of view the argument against P would be as follows. P claims that the effectiveness of argument formations is empirically malleable, and P also claims that that the effectiveness of these formations is the fundamental explanation for the argument regularities which are described and predicted by S. Therefore the descriptions and predictions which S is required to produce are empirically malleable. Now, when logical laws are discussed (with respect to their aprioricity or other properties) what are being referred to are features of some S which are responsible for the descriptions and predictions made by that system of evaluation. Since there can be no change in the descriptions and predictions made by S without change in the features of S responsible for those descriptions and predictions, it follows that the laws of logic as they are given by explicit knowledge of some S are empirically malleable and cannot, therefore, be known a priori. In brief, although the claim that the laws of logic are known a priori amounts to a claim that we know S a priori, yet we know that S is merely an hypothesis which can be rejected on grounds of empirical inadequacy and, therefore, it can only be known a posteriori.

Of course, there are those who say that indeed our knowledge of logic is not a priori. Quine, for example, has claimed that logic is a theory like any other which is amenable to correction in the light of new information about the world. It differs only in being more central than any other theory so that any corrections to logical laws would have implications throughout our web of beliefs. Since this would impose a great cost in intellectual reconstruction, the evidence justifying any such change must be held to a correspondingly high standard. Nevertheless, some have thought that the results of experiments in particle physics do provide just the sort of evidence required to justify an overhaul of logic. Although their proposed reconstructions have not met with any real acceptance, the very fact that the idea of ‘repairing’ logic was accepted by significant numbers as a legitimate project suggests that aprioricity is not so essential to the very idea of logic as is supposed by the criticism of psychologism now being considered.

However this might be, as far as the specific proposal P is concerned, the force of the criticism can be nullified by simply pointing out that all that the defence of P requires is that it be shown that there are grounds for believing that it could give rise to an idea of logic as something known a priori: and it is, indeed, not difficult to find such grounds. 

In the first place, although it is certainly the case that P claims that the argument regularities which are described and predicted by S have their fundamental explanation in the effectiveness of argument formations and that the effectiveness of these formations is empirically malleable, yet there is no necessity that anything in S or in the use of S will suggest that it is to be tested against empirical reality. Therefore, if S itself does not provide grounds to suppose that S is known a posteriori then that supposition would have to be grounded in other evidence. It might, for example, be grounded in theoretical beliefs about S; but P does not require in any way that agents for which P holds have a belief that P – or something like it – holds, so P makes no requirement that there is a theoretical ability for the theorizer of S, much less its mere user, to make a connection between the malleability of P and a malleability for S. (And neither is it required, we may note incidentally, that the agent for which P holds have epistemic access to the modes of alteration of his formation set.) Alternatively, then, the supposition of empirical malleability might be grounded in observational evidence: the user or theorizer of S may experience the empirical malleability of S at first hand, or observe it in others. However, evidence of malleability may be lacking if the system is stable; and the implication of the discussion above in which P was outlined is that, with certain reasonable assumptions being granted, it is more likely that the final state for an argument community will be a situation of relative effective homogeneity and stability. 

In the second place, if it were accepted that any particular S is merely a hypothesis intended to describe and predict the facts about the effectiveness of certain arguments, it would nevertheless remain true that assessments of whether it adequately performs its functions are made by appeal to intuitive judgements which seem to be entirely internal. In such a case the theorizer of S would have grounds to conclude that the fundamental fact which accounts for the ability to distinguish good from bad arguments resides in that capacity which is able to pass judgements as to the adequacy of hypothesized S. The laws of logic would therefore be the laws which governed the operation of that capacity, and the features of any S which are responsible for the descriptions and predictions made by that system of evaluation would be considered as merely an attempt to capture the powers of those laws – an attempt admitting to varying degrees of adequacy. Taking account also of the considerations above, an internal capacity of this sort would not be an obvious candidate for reduction to some a form of a posteriori knowledge.

For these reasons, then, we may conclude that it is very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of aprioricity that is usually supposed to be a characteristic of logic. Moreover the plausibility will be increased if the construction of S is such that it emphasizes the characteristics associated with patterns of argument effectiveness that are cited as grounds supporting the claim of plausibility.

3.4.5. Entities
There remains a third and final empiricistic consequence of psychologism that Husserl is concerned to refute. The basis of this criticism is simply that psychological laws will imply the existence of psychological entities, but logical laws do not imply the existence of psychological entities, so logical laws cannot be psychological laws. In Husserl’s words: 

A third consequence for the psychologistic logician is that, if the laws of logic have their epistemological source in psychological matters of fact, if, eg., as our opponents generally say, they are normative transformations of such facts, they must themselves be psychological in content, both by being laws for mental states, and also by presupposing or implying the existence of such states. This is palpably false. No logical law implies a ‘matter of fact’, not even the existence of presentations or judgements or other phenomena of knowledge.

Similarly, Frege allows that there is a (normative) sense for the phrase “law of thought” which makes it acceptable as a description of the subject matter of logic:

But the expression “law of thought” seduces us into supposing that these laws govern thinking in the same way as laws of nature govern events in the external world. In that case they can be nothing but the laws of psychology: for thinking is a mental process. And if logic were concerned with these psychological laws it would be a part of psychology; it is in fact viewed in just this way.

We note yet again, however, that P is clearly not the sort of theory which Frege and Husserl are criticizing. In particular, if being a ‘normative transformation’ of a theory just means something like replacing the occurrences of ‘is’ by ‘must’ in the statement of that theory – as the quote from Husserl seems to imply by claiming a continuity of subject matter – then it is clear that P does not claim that S is required to be a normative transformation of P, or even of any part of P. On the contrary, P gives ample grounds for supposing that a derived S could be a proposition sequence calculus and not a psychological theory, normative or otherwise. 

3.4.6. Relativism
In our brief study of Frege’s interpretation of Erdmann’s philosophy of logic we noted that Frege claimed Erdmann confuses being true with being taken to be true. Since Frege takes Erdmann to be a thoroughly typical psychological logician he also supposes that something like that position is taken by all psychological logicians; thus:

… so these psychological laws of thought can be laid down only with restrictions on their authority. Of course – if logic has to do with something’s being taken to be true, rather than with its being true! And these are what the psychological logicians confuse.

He has two basic objections to this
: 

(1) But what if beings were even found whose laws of thought flatly contradicted ours and therefore frequently led to contrary results even in practice? The psychological logician could only acknowledge the fact and say simply: those laws hold for them, these laws hold for us. I should say we have here a hitherto unknown type of madness.

(2) How, then, is the Principle of Identity to be read? Like this, for instance: “It is impossible for people in the year 1893 to acknowledge an object as being different from itself”? Or like this: “Every object is identical with itself”? … The latter is a law of truth, the former a law of people’s taking-to-be-true. The content of the two is wholly different and they are independent of one another; neither can be inferred from the other. 

Husserl makes a related but more general claim: that psychologism is a form of relativism that makes either the individual human or the human species the measure of truth. The first form he calls ‘individual relativism’ and the second ‘specific relativism’. He argues that any form of relativism is absurd.

Husserl’s conception of individual relativism may be ascertained from the following passage: 

In order to criticize psychologism we have yet to discuss the concept of subjectivism or relativism which is also part of the above-mentioned metaphysical theory [of skepticism]. One of its original forms is caught in the Protagorean formula ‘Man is the measure of all things’, provided this last is interpreted as saying ‘The individual man is the measure of all truth’.

And his two objections to the idea that logical laws are relative to the individual logical reasoner are simply that
:

(1) laws such as the law of contradiction have their roots in the mere meaning of truth, that from these it follows that talk of a subjective truth, that is one thing for one man and the opposite for another, must count as the purest nonsense.

(2) in setting up his theory he is making a claim to be convincing to others, a claim presupposing that very objectivity of truth which his thesis denies.

He describes specific relativism as follows: 

If, however, instead of such a subject, we make some contingent species of judging beings the pivot of our relations, we achieve a new sort of relativism. Man as such is then the measure of all human truth. Every judgement whose roots are to be found in what is specific to man, in the constitutive laws of man as species – is a true judgement, for us human beings.

And his six objections to it are that
: 

(1) it is part of its sense that the same … content of judgement can be true for a subject of the species homo, but may be false for another subject of a differently constituted species. The same content of judgement cannot, however, be both true and false: this follows from the mere sense of ‘true’ and ‘false’.

(2) Either such beings understand the words ‘true’ and ‘false’ in our sense, in which case it is irrational to speak of logical principles not holding, since they pertain to the mere sense of those words as understood by us … [Or] such beings use the words ‘true’ and ‘false’ in some different sense, and the whole dispute is then one of words.

(3) To base truth relativistically on the constitution of the species therefore means to give it a factual character. This is absurd. Every fact is individually and therefore temporally determinate. In the case of truth, talk of temporal determination only makes sense in regard to a fact posited by a truth …: it makes no sense in regard to the truth itself.

(4) If, as anthropologism says, all truth has its source in our common human constitution, then, if there were no such constitution there would be no truth. The thesis of this hypothetical assertion is absurd, since the proposition ‘There is no truth’ amounts in sense to ‘ There is a truth that there is no truth’. The absurdity of the thesis entails the absurdity of the hypothesis, but, … it admits of falsity but not of absurdity.

(5) On a relativistic view the constitution of a species might yield the ‘truth’, valid for the species, that no such constitution existed.

(6) The relativity of truth entails the relativity of cosmic existence. … there would be absolutely no world, not merely no world for this or that one, if no actual species of judging beings in the world was so constituted as to have to recognise a world (and itself in that world).

Before we begin our response proper to this objection we should observe that it is clear from Husserl’s definitions of individual relativism, and from the objections he makes to it and the arguments he hints at for its absurdity, that the relativism that he objects to is just the relativism of absolute, unqualified Truth to the individual. Similarly, Husserl’s actual objections to “specific relativism” are not in fact, what his quote above would indicate, general objections to the deduction of the pure laws of logic from certain modes of functioning of the human understanding, but are again directed against relativism about pure Truth. Whereas objections directed at that conception of logic would indeed have been of interest to us the objections actually put forward to specific relativism are irrelevant to P because the conception of Truth is not relevant to the development of P. To see this it is enough to acknowledge that it makes perfect sense to claim that P is a ‘true’ description of the situation, or that an agent for which P is ‘true’ may thereby come to hold ‘false’ beliefs: that is, our use of the terms ‘true’ and ‘false’ are no more problematic if P is the case than otherwise.

It is, however, not difficult to construct, from Frege’s objections particularly, an objection to logical relativism which does take issue more precisely with the deduction of the pure laws of logic from certain modes of functioning of the human understanding, and is thus of direct relevance to P. In fact, such an objection has been made quite often, and is one of the standard responses to logical psychologism.
 The objection in question is simply that if logical laws are derived from psychological facts and psychological facts are different for different individuals, then logical laws may be different for different individuals. Consequently, for example, in such a case it is felt that there could be no grounds for claiming that a particular piece of reasoning by some other reasoner is erroneous unless we can show that the reasoning is not in accord with the logical laws which are derivable from the psychological facts about that reasoner. This, of course, is quite incompatible with a conception of logic that includes the qualities of normativity and objectivity. In such a conception of logic it is clear that the evaluation of the reasoning of another reasoner requires no other knowledge about that reasoner. Granted such a conception of logic, then, the conclusion to be drawn is that if P has those relativist consequences then it is absurd. 

Such a conclusion is, however, not warranted. Let us first note that since S is proposed to describe and predict regularities in argument effectiveness, and argument effectiveness is explained by P, and P allows that effectiveness for any particular argument may vary from agent to agent, it can hardly be denied that P may be characterized as being a ‘relativist’ doctrine. However, it has also been shown in the development of P above that there are grounds to expect that argument communities will come to exhibit relative effective homogeneity. Since S is proposed to describe and predict regularities in argument effectiveness, and argument effectiveness is explained by P, S would therefore be equally applicable to all members of an argument community. In such a situation a suitable S may be accepted by the members of that argument community as a common system of evaluation. Consequently, by phrasing the evaluation in terms of the system of evaluation S, it is perfectly possible for one arguer to judge the arguments of another arguer to be poor, and the second arguer will recognise that the first arguer has access to standards in S which the first arguer recognises as applying to his own arguments. The recognition of standards that may be applied by others to one’s own reasoning makes it impossible to maintain the individual relativist position. 

Consider now the case of an agent encountering another agent who is not a member of his argument sect, as imagined in Frege’s objection (1) above. We recall that in the development of P it was proposed that interactions between members of different argument sects were amongst the situations that had the potential to initiate an alteration in the effectiveness of an argument formation. Although argument sects, as defined, are subcommunities of an argument community, whereas the situation which Frege has in mind seems to involve an interaction with a rather more exotic interlocutor, the situations seem similar enough to suggest that we may treat them both as being examples of a single type of situation. This in turn suggests that, just as the member of an argument sect may be able to recognise that a formation which is ineffective for him is effective for his respondent (and vice versa), so either agent in the situation imagined by Frege may be able to recognise that his interlocutor is operating under laws of thought which flatly contradict his own. 

Now, although the processes through which the claimed potential of situations of this sort could be realised were deliberately left unspecified, we were nevertheless able to point out some of the restrictions under which such processes would have to operate if they were to be at all plausible. Similarly, we are able to appeal to a general principle which applies to the very possibility of communication – such as an argument constitutes – in order to place restrictions on the range of situations which have the potential claimed. According to the general principle of charity the communicative attempts of others are interpreted as far as seems reasonable in such a way that what they are trying to communicate reflects well upon them. The operation of such a principle can well be imagined as having the effect of masking the degree to which an interlocutor’s formation set, laws of thought, or logic may differ from that of their conversational or argumentative partner. A very different logic might not be recognised – some would say could not be recognised – because the words of the interlocutors will be interpreted so as to make the most sense possible; which will, of course, mean that, as far as it is possible, the logic of the listener and interpreter will be assumed to be the logic of the speaker and intender and the interpretation of the other elements of the speakers communication will be adjusted about that fixed point
. If this is the case then since very different logics will not be recognised the challenge that they pose to logical non-relativism will also go largely unrecognised. 

We may parenthetically note that there have, indeed, been proposals that the behaviour of some populations may be explained by supposing that they operate using a different logic from those who are trying to do the explaining
. The reasoning about witchcraft by the Azande
, for example, has given rise to such proposals. Whether this is the correct explanation or not the fact remains that the suggestion was made. 

Furthermore, just as we noted above that the conceptions of normativity and objectivity considered as properties of logic are appealed to as grounds to support the claim that relativism is absurd, we may note now that the perception of the impossibility of the relativist position stands to be confirmed by the conceptions of normativity and objectivity which previous considerations have shown are plausibly to be associated with an idea of logic derived from the study of S. Indeed, the very same characteristics of P which make it plausible to associate normativity and objectivity with such an idea of logic are those which also make it implausible to associate relativism with it. Thus it is highly plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of non-relativism which is usually supposed to be a characteristic of logic. Moreover the plausibility will be increased if the construction of S is such that it emphasizes the characteristics associated with patterns of argument effectiveness that are cited as grounds supporting the claim of plausibility.  

3.4.7. Presupposition
The final criticism we shall consider is one listed by Jacquette
 but which does not appear independently in either Frege’s or Husserl’s critiques. It does, however, appear as part of an argument against one of several ‘prejudices’ which Husserl claims make psychologism look like an acceptable approach to logic. According to Jacquette, the criticism is that “logic is presupposed by any theory, including psychology, rather than the other way around, so that logic cannot be reduced to psychology.” In Husserl’s words:

Let one but conceive the principle of contradiction clearly, and then seek its foundation in some special science, let one conceive of a truth which rests on the sense of truth as such, and then base it on truths about numbers, stretches etc., or even about physical or mental matters of fact. The repugnance of such proceedings was at least clear to the exponents of formal logic, except that their confusion of purely logical with normative laws or criteria, obscured their good ideas and rendered them inoperative. The repugnancy consists basically in the fact that propositions relating to mere form (ie. to the conceptual elements of scientific theory as such) were to be deduced from propositions having a wholly heterogeneous content. In the case of primitive principles like the law of contradiction, the modus ponens etc., this repugnancy would plainly amount to a circle in so far as the deduction of these principles would involve steps that presupposed them – not in the form of premisses, but in the form of deductive principles upon whose validity the sense and validity of the deduction depends.

In the particular case of P, if we accept the arguments by which P was constructed and by which the conclusions regarding S were justified then we are also necessarily accepting that P accurately describes the status of those very arguments: that those arguments are themselves the sorts of arguments whose effectiveness is attributable to their reliance upon the common formation set of a relatively effectively homogeneous argument community to which we belong. To put this more briefly, we have had to use good arguments to construct a theory that explains how it happens that some arguments are good ones. The question is whether this procedure is really circular in any objectionable sense. It is difficult to be certain how to evaluate the relevance of this criticism for P because Husserl does not quite make his objection explicit, but the objection from circularity is usually to the vacuity of the definitions or theories which are so constructed: if we define X in terms of Y, and Y in terms of X, then we don’t, it is claimed, really say very much about either X or Y. We shall assume that this is the essence of Husserl’s objection. Husserl recognises, of course, that in this case the circularity is not in the use of premisses which become conclusions, but rather in the use of deductive principles to justify themselves, but the circularity is there nevertheless and, we must suppose, just as surely reduces the logical psychologistic claims to vacuity. 

There are a couple of responses to this. The first and simplest is simply that there is no circularity in using a thing whose existence we are trying to explain in that explanation. Dummett makes this point with respect to deduction.
 The case would be different if we were using a thing that we were trying to justify in that justification.

A second response begins with the observation
 that the fact that any dictionary is of finite size means that all (non-ostensive) definitions are eventually circular, so the objection to circularity is not circularity per se: the real problem is that some circles are just too small to tell us anything useful. Whether this particular circle is too small must be left as a matter of judgement, but there are considerations that suggest that that is not the case. We may note, in the first place, that P does not, in itself, determine any particular logical laws but merely states the conditions that lead to their adoption by the argument community. In fact, great care has been taken to make it clear that the class of systems of evaluation for which it is possible that an agent for which P holds can come to believe that some member of that class is the appropriate descriptive and predictive tool for the relevant phenomena is much larger than the class of systems of evaluation which we usually intend when we talk about logic. Thus it cannot be claimed that P merely and necessarily produces just the logical laws which are the logical laws of the argument by which P was justified. And in the second place, if the assumptions of P were true then it could lead to the results we observe, and, in particular, the logical laws which we actually apply could be produced in that environment, but no application of logical laws would be required to produce those laws, only the causal and probabilistic laws which are referred to in the theory P. Thus, it cannot be claimed that P requires the actual laws of logic in order to produce the laws of logic. These consideration suggest that the circularity of P, if it may be so called, is not so tight that it will admit the more specific accusations of vacuity which the general objection to circularity must make if it is to address the particular case of P. They suggest, on the contrary, that the claims of P are not vacuous and could, in fact, tell us something useful about our systems of evaluation.

3.5. Conclusion
We have seen that it is likely that an accusation of Psychologism could be made against P and we have addressed the major arguments against Psychologism that such an accusation would be intended to direct against P. We noted that the standard form of an objection to Psychologism is a claim that logic has the property X and that if Psychologism were true then logic would not have property X. The standard form of the response was that if P were true then it would be very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of the property X. The objection was therefore seen to fail against P. (The relationship between the objection and the response was described at 3.4.1.2.) The ‘non-standard’ objections against Psychologism – on the grounds that it presupposes logic and that it implies psychological entities where logic does not – were also shown to fail against P. Consequently, we may conclude that the proponent of P has nothing to fear from the accusation of Psychologism.

A final comment is perhaps in order at this point. The standard objection was made for the properties of CLogic, which had been dealt with earlier, and the additional properties of exactness, aprioricity, and non-relativism. We should note that for the latter three properties, just as for the properties of CLogic, all that the arguments presented above show is that if we derive a system of evaluation from a study of the observed facts of argument effectiveness then we are likely to believe that that system of evaluation has those properties. It does not mean that we are actually somehow justified in that belief, much less that it is a true belief, but neither do they show that those properties are not real properties of logic.
 







� Brentano, (1911) App. II ‘On Psychologism’ (quoted in Jacquette (1997) p. 312). 


� Radnitzky (1976) p. 505 (quoted in Jacquette (1997) p. 315, ref. to Philipse (1989) p. 58).


� See for example Kusch (1995).


� Lakatos (1978) p. 208 (quoted in Kusch (1995) p. 5).


� Block (1981) p. 5 (quoted in Kusch (1995) p. 5).


� Carnap (1950) pp. 39 f (quoted in Kusch (1995) pp. 4 f).


� Dummett (1978) p. 88 (quoted in Kusch (1995) p. 5).


� Sober (1978) p. 167.


� Haack (1978) p. 238.


� Klement (1997).


� Pr. An. 24a10-13 (quoted in Klement (1997) pp. 172). Works in Aristotle’s Organon will be referenced by an obvious abbreviation (e.g. ‘Pr. An.’ for ‘Prior Analytics’) together with the standard Bekker reference. Note that Klement takes his translations of Aristotle from Ross (1928). In the quotes from Aristotle which follow, the square brackets mark Klement’s replacements for words in that translation; the angle brackets are my own insertions.  


� Smith (1995) p. 30 (quoted in Klement (1997) pp. 173 f).


� Pr. An. 24a10-13 (quoted in Klement (1997) pp. 172 f).  


� Klement (1997) p. 173.


� Po. An. 76b24-27 (quoted in Klement (1997) p. 174). 


� De Int. 16a4 (quoted in Klement (1997) p. 174). 


� Klement (1997) p. 179.


� Pr. An. 68b13 f (quoted in Klement (1997) p. 175).


� Klement (1997) p. 180.


� Klement (1997) p. 175.


� Klement (1997) p. 171.


� Lukasiewicz (1957) pp. 12 f (quoted in Klement (1997) pp. 171). 


� Klement (1997) p. 182.


� Klement (1997) pp. 175 f.


� Pr. An. 25b32-35.


� Ross (1923) p. 34 (quoted in Klement (1997) pp. 176).


� Ross (1923) p. 34. 


� Husserl (1970) p. 90.


� According to Kusch ((1995) p. 101), J. E. Erdmann (1866) used the term ‘Psychologismus’ to label the philosophy of F. E. Beneke, and this seems to be the first use of the term.


� Kusch (1995) p. 61. 


� Frege (1950) vie.


� Frege (1950) ixe.


� Frege (1950) 9e ff., 22e ff., etc. 


� Frege (1964) pp. 13-24 (pp. xv-xxv in the original).


� Husserl (1970) pp. 111-115.


� Husserl (1970) pp. 125-127, 146-154.


� Husserl (1970) pp. 155-167.


� Erdmann (1892).


� Frege (1964) p. 13 (p. xvi in the original).


� Frege (1964) p. 14 (p. xvi in the original).


� Frege (1964) pp. 15 f. (p. xviii in the original).


� Frege (1964) pp. 17 f. (p. ix in the original).


� Husserl (1970) p. 167


� Husserl (1970) pp. 155-6


� Frege (1894), attacking Husserl’s (1891) ‘Philosophie der Arithmetik’.


� Føllesdal (1958) p. 40 (quoted in Kusch (1995) p. 61).


� A convenient summary of Husserl’s critique is in Kusch (1995) ch. 3.


� A review of the most important criticisms of psychologism is given in Jacquette (1997).


� Frege (1950) vie.


� Frege (1950) vie f.


� Husserl (1970) p. 92.


� Frege (1950) p. 38e.


� Husserl (1970) pp. 98 f.


� Husserl (1970) p. 99.


� Although something like this is surely required to distinguish between things we really know a priori (assuming there are such things) and things which we merely believe without our being able to justify the belief in them in whatever way we think that beliefs need to be justified for them to count as a posteriori knowledge.


� Field (1998) p. 1.


� Husserl (1970) p. 104.


� Frege (1964) p. 12 (p. xv in the original).


� Frege (1964) p. 13 (p. xvi in the original).


� Frege (1964) pp. 13-15 (pp. xvi-xvii in the original).


� Husserl (1970) p. 138.


� Husserl (1970) p. 139.


� Husserl (1970) pp. 140 ff.


� Jacquette (1997) p. 327.


� C.f. Hollis (1967) pp. 39 ff., Quine (1960) ch. 2.


� E.g. Lévy-Bruhl (1931). 


� Evans-Pritchard (1937).


� Jacquette (1997) p. 326 (Argument 6).


� Husserl (1970) p. 176.


� Dummett (1978) pp. 290-318, esp. pp. 295 f.


� Strawson (1992) pp. 19-20.


� See 2.5.2.





III.30


III.31

